Republican Party. As a profession that requires support from Congress and the American People and acts on the orders of the President, this affiliation may have adverse effects on the effectiveness of the US military. The military needs to understand the cause of this underlying trend and determine if any action is required to try to change or mitigate this trend.
DANGERS OF MILITARY ENTANGLEMENT IN PARTISAN POLITICS
In the recent presidential campaign, a small news article appeared stating that the Republican candidate's campaign had filed a federal suit in Virginia to extend the state's acceptance of military members' absentee ballots by 10 days. 1 The reason was obvious to most Americans. The Republican candidate expected a majority of the military members to vote Republican. However, what was interesting about this article is that it never directly mentioned this assumption. It was a point that the writer apparently did not feel needed to be explained. From the mid-1800s until WWII, the military stayed out of political involvement believing that it did not mix with the military profession. 4 World War II brought a change to the situation. With a large number of draftees entering the military, there was a strong push to allow them to vote. The new philosophy that a citizen soldier fighting for freedom should be able to vote moved Congress to push through legislation to enable large scale voting across the globe during WWII. 6 There was some push against this broad military voting, especially from southern politicians afraid that black Americans would be given a way to vote around the Jim Crow laws of the South. However, the push for voting was too strong. Federal ballots were provided to troops and counted in the election process. After WWII, the country found itself unexpectedly back in an era of conflict with the Cold War against the Soviet Union. In a battle of ideas, between communism and democracy, the push for continued voting of citizen soldiers was maintained as the United States kept the draft in peacetime for the first time in its history. There are several underlying causes for this shift: changes in the two political parties' support for the military, a dramatic cultural change that led to a major shift in regional political party affiliation, and self-selection and regional recruiting that occurred under the all-volunteer force. The policy preferences of the two parties changed significantly over the last half century. After WWII, the military's priorities were split between both parties. The Democratic Party supported "a larger budget and institutional autonomy for the military" while the Republican Party supported strategic weapons and lower budgets. 15 Under this divided support from each party, the military had to maintain support from both parties to achieve its priorities and did not need to show a preference to either party. Within this context of change, the military was in the process of reestablishing the all-volunteer force, replacing the draft as the way the military obtained new members.
Although the draft did not draw a fully representative sample of the United States, it was a broad recruitment of men across the nation. With the volunteer force, self-selection came into the process. Certain members of the country agreed to enter the military.
Danielle Allen, who analyzed where veterans live and which states contribute the most recruits, shed light on the fact that the military is filling its ranks with more "red-state" citizens. 20 This suggests that the military has been able to fill its all-volunteer force, which is 50 percent smaller today than at the end of the draft in 1973, even as the nation's population has grown 50 percent, from 200 to 300 million people, by drawing heavily from certain regions of the country. .
There are other factors that may have contributed to a more conservative military. The influence of the majority may work to modify the outlook of the minority.
There is also strong peer pressure to conform to the prevailing view of the organization. First, the press has become more closely associated with a liberal perspective and has in general been sympathetic to the Democratic Party agenda. In fact, "journalists are still more than twice as likely to lean leftward than the population overall" 30 and are almost half as likely as the national population to be registered as Republicans (18% versus 31% nationally) 31 . Like the military, the press is specifically mentioned in the constitution. Journalists have the right to free speech guaranteed by the Second Amendment. Likewise, journalistic ethics require them to report the news and not mix that news with opinion. Journalists may provide opinion and commentary, but they must clearly state when they are doing so to the reader. As stated by the Society of Professional Journalist Code of Ethics, journalists should remain independent, avoid conflict of interests, and clearly distinguish between news and advocacy. 32 As with the military profession, the journalism profession requires selfpolicing and its rules depend on voluntarily enforcement from its members.
In the last presidential election, there are indications that the press lost its independence in the reporting of the news. The Pew Institute polled the public about which candidate they thought the press wanted to win the election. By a margin of 70 percent to 9 percent, the people surveyed stated that the press wanted President
Obama to win the election. 33 The coverage that was perceived to be slanted even led a former CBS correspondent to write a book called, A Slobbering Love Affair. In the book, Bernard Goldberg highlights the press' significant loss of neutrality and its swing towards one party. The Washington Post confirmed this broad conclusion based upon its overall news reporting on the 2008 presidential election. In an article by the Washington Post Ombudsman, Deborah Howell, she concluded that what the reader "saw as a tilt toward Democrat Barack Obama" in the paper's coverage was real. 34 This obvious support for one party comes with a cost to the journalism profession. Various polls show the public has low confidence in the journalism profession. For instance, a recent Gallup poll showed only 24 percent of Americans had a great deal or a lot of confidence in the press as opposed to 71 percent for the military. 35 Along with this lack of confidence in reporting, there has also been a dramatic drop in viewership and readership of traditional media outlets, leading many newspapers to even stop publishing print versions of their daily paper.
Regardless of whom you thought was the best candidate to be president, there is cause for concern on any bias in coverage. Journalism is a profession that is responsible to provide the news and, like the military, has been given a special place in our country by the Constitution. While the military is charged with defending the nation, the free press is given the important role as watch dog over the government and society. The lesson to be learned from the mainstream media bias is to warn the military of the perils to its mission of allowing partisan bias to creep into their own profession.
A second profession to consider is education, specifically, the teachers' unions. Both the press and the teachers' unions are not exact models for the military.
The press does not depend on yearly funding from Congress and they need not fear Barney Franks suggested cutting the military budget by 25 percent because it might be necessary to free up funding for social spending. 37 This was not based upon any military analysis, but rather a desire to free up money to spend on Democratic constituencies and priorities. Luckily for the country and the military, the patriotism in our politicians is strong on both sides of the aisle and Democrats have been as strong in supporting the military and their families as Republicans. However, the military should not assume that this luck will continue and there is a need to avoid taking the partisan affiliated path that the press and the teachers' unions have taken.
Steps Available for a Partisan Free Military
One of the core tenets of the military in the United States is civilian control. In other words, those civilians, elected and accountable to the people, make the decisions of war and peace and the military implements those decisions. Additionally, the military profession has a requirement to not undermine "the state's democratic character". 38 The responsibilities of the profession along with the dangers of partisan entanglements call for considering potential remedies to the current overt Republican leanings of the military.
First, looking at the past may help to find a cure for today. As discussed, the military has not always been associated with partisan politics. In fact, for most of its history, its members remained apolitical. The period between WWII and the Vietnam War drove a strong push towards the voting citizen soldier. Now that the military has returned to a professional military, as a profession it should consider returning back in time when voting was not emphasized and non-involvement in partisan politics was the norm. This would be a long term project and may not happen soon, but it is something that, as a profession, the services should start to consider.
Although this option may seem utopian, there may be precedent. A recent survey of journalists found that although Republican affiliations have not increased much, a larger number of journalists are describing themselves as independent and less as
Democrats. 39 The study suggested that younger journalists may be deciding to avoid party labels. Perhaps this is a trend that the military as a profession could duplicate. As journalism struggles from some of the same self-selection issues as the military, although from the opposite ends of the spectrum, both professions have much to lose from their close affiliations with political parties and policies.
Recruiting a more ideologically and geographically diverse military would be useful as well. New ROTC detachments in the Northeast would potentially draw in more liberal officers to help balance the officer corps. One of the best ways to bring in a new crop of personnel shaped in a more liberal environment is through opening new ROTC detachments at Ivy League and elite universities in the Northeast. Even if more conservative individuals are drawn to the programs, they will still be immersed in a more liberal environment and form relationships with a very different group of people than at the service academies or other ROTC detachments.
The biggest impediment to the approach is that these universities may not want to open up ROTC programs for many reasons, not the least being concerns about the military's Don't Ask, Don't Tell policy on homosexuals. When President Obama spoke at his alma mater, Columbia University, he chided it not having an ROTC program. 40 If the President makes some change to the current policy on homosexuals and/or personally was willing to pressure universities to make this a priority, reopening ROTC programs at
Harvard and Yale would be a possibility. Although the numbers might be small, this would be a significant psychological boost to the influx of people into the military. In the meantime, pushing for more ROTC scholarships through state schools located in the Northeast would start the process and act as a backup in case these schools do not reopen programs. Currently, military members are allowed to belong to political parties and contribute to campaigns. There are restrictions published each election cycle that do limit participation in campaigns. However, there has been no attempt by the military to try to encourage, as a profession, the value of neutrality in the political process.
Registering as an independent would start the process of the appearance of nonpartisanship. For instance, newly accessed military members could be indoctrinated on not only how to wear the uniform and saluting superior officers but also on the benefits to the military of being politically neutral and the concept of registering as an independent. As a profession, the military is free to set standards and to encourage its own force to maintain them. By registering as an independent it would reinforce the military's role in the political process as an institution that takes orders from representatives elected by the people.
Regardless of the path chosen, the military should consider deemphasizing its quadrennial voting drives for the presidential elections. The original reason behind this drive, to ensure citizen soldiers who were drafted against their will and sent overseas to fight were able to exercise their right to vote, is no longer valid. The military is now made up of professional soldiers rather than citizen soldiers. The individual benefit derived from voting may come at the overall detriment of the military as a profession.
Before the last election one of the most visible senior military members came to a similar conclusion. Gen David Petraeus confirmed that he would not be voting in the 2008 Presidential election. 42 He explained his motivations as wanting to remain apolitical and that he did not want it to appear that he would have any problem working with either party in Congress and the elected President regardless of the outcome.
Another reason to take the military out of pushing absentee voting is that there is not the same need with today's technology as there was back in the 1940s. Technology has made absentee voting so much more accessible that any motivated voter has a reasonable chance of obtaining a ballot and successfully voting on their own.
Additionally, the military push for voting, when a large percentage of the military will be voting for one party, could actually be construed as a partisan activity. This is not to say that voting shouldn't be allowed. However, deemphasizing voting may be difficult since inevitably one party will believe they will lose votes. In the 2000 presidential election, it is distinctly possible that the military vote in Florida provided the winning margin to President George W. Bush.
Encouraging fewer military members to vote might not be supported by the party that counts on that vote, but this also highlights the dilemma that the military profession has created for itself. Slowly removing itself from being actively involved in pushing voting would be a value added step for the profession. 
